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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to the amendments filed on 4-19-10. 
Claims 1 , 3-7,9-1 6, 1 8,21 -28 and 30-38 are pending. 
Claims 1, 3-7,9-16, 18,21-28 and 30-38 are rejected below. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1. 1 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 4-19-10 
has been entered. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 4 and 1 6 are objected to because of the following informalities: Claims 4 
and claim 16 contain acronyms that are not defined in the claims. Although these 
acronyms are commonly used (LAN - Local Area Network, SMS - Short Message 
Service) Examiner would appreciated that Applicant include the spelled out names 
within the claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1 ,3-7, 9-1 8, 21 -28 and 30-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Matsushima (U.S. PG Pub. 2003/0122679) in view of Young 
(U.S. Pat. 5,801,634) in further view of Kurihara (U.S. PG Pub. 6697695). 

Matsushima teaches: 

As to claims 1,7, 13, 28, a fault message system, comprising: 
a plurality of spatially distributed production units (fig. 6, elements 12a-12-c), each 
production unit comprising means for generating and indicating fault signals, each 
production unit being associated with a transmitting unit configured to transmit the fault 
signals [0031-0032], two or more of said production units being arranged to form a 
plurality of groups of production untis (fig. 6); 

a fault alarm box configured to receive the fault signals and forward fault messages (fig. 
3 element 52); 

a process computer configured to receive the fault messages from the fault alarm box 
(fig. 6 elements 64, 66 or 68); and 

a plurality of stationary data receiving units configured for transmitting the fault signals 
to the fault alarm box (fig. 4 fig. 3 element 32), each of the plurality of stationary data 
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receiving units comprising a lamp (element 20) each of the plurality of stationary data 
receiving units being configured to receive the fault signals from one of the plurality of 
groups of production units and to indicate the fault signals (fig. 2), the lamp being 
configured for visually displaying the fault signals (fig. 2)[0030]. 
The Examiner notes that claims 7, 13, and 28 have similar limitations, therefore, the 
citations and rational are similar. 

As to claim 3, wherein the fault alarm box is connected to the process computer via a 
network connection (fig. 6). 

As to claim 4, wherein the network connection is a LAN connection (fig. 6). 

As to claim 5, wherein the process computer is connected to other computers via a 
second network (fig. 6). 

As to claim 6, wherein the fault alarm box comprises a data editing unit [0038] (fig. 6). 
The fault box is configured to send the data on to the other computers or to a phone, in 
either case the data needs to be modified to send to one or the other or both. 

As to claim 9, wherein the fault signals of the production units are edited in the fault 
alarm box for conversion into fault messages [0038] (fig. 6). The fault box is configured 
to send the data on to the other computers or to a phone, in either case the data needs 
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to be modified to send to one or the other or both. 

As to claim 1 2, wherein the fault message is supplied to the process computer at a 
different time than the fault message is supplied to said data receiving devices (fig. 6). 
Since the data is sent through the fault box (52) it must be sent to the other computers 
(64, 66, and 68) at some other time. 

As to claim 14, further comprising a receiving device for receiving the fault message 
from said fault alarm (fig. 6). 

As to claim 15, wherein the receiving device is a mobile telephone (fig. 6,8 [0038]). 

As to claim 16, wherein said fault message is sent in as an SMS message [0038, 0039, 
0041]. Matsushima teaches data is sent using a phone and via e-mail. Therefore, it is 
clear to one of ordinary skill in the art that SMS does not deviate enough from the 
concepts of Matsushima to be non-obvious. 

As to claim 21 , wherein said production units are spatially separated (fig. 6). 

As to claim 23, wherein said process computer is configured to document and evaluate 
fault messages from said fault alarm [0039]. The computer stores the data and 
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determines which e-mail message to send based on the alarm. 

As to claim 24, wherein said process computer is connected to said fault alarm via a 
network connection (fig. 6). 

As to claim 25, wherein said fault alarm has a data editing means for determining when 
to send the fault message from said fault alarm [0038] (fig. 6). The fault box is 
configured to send the data on to the other computers or to a phone, in either case the 
data needs to be modified to send to one or the other or both. 

As to claim 33, wherein said first fault message is sent to the data receiving device and 
the process computer at different time intervals (fig. 6). Since the data is sent through 
the fault box (52) it must be sent to the other computers (64, 66, and 68) at some other 
time. 

As to claim 34, wherein the fault alarm box is connected to a plurality of stationary data 
receiving units (fig. 6). 

As to claim 37, wherein the fault alarm is connected to a plurality of stationary data 
receiving units (fig. 6). 
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Matsushima teaches most of the claimed invention, however, Matsushima fails to teach 
that the monitor (receiving unit) and lamp are separate entities not connected to the 
fabrication unit as described in claims 1,7, 13, and 28. However, to one of ordinary skill 
in the art this is an obvious variation. One of ordinary skill in the art would realize that 
the light tower could be a separate entity allowing the light tower to be placed visible to 
a production floor. Also, Young teaches his aspect as follows: 

Young teaches that the monitoring controller can be separate and include a light tower 
(fig. 1 ) (col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 41 ). Furthermore, Kurihara also teaches that the 
monitor can be remotely placed from the fabrication unit which will be discussed below. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was created to include the teachings of Young into the system and methods 
as disclosed by Matsushima. The motivation to combine is that Young teaches a light 
tower can be above a fabrication unit where it is remotely visible so that corrective 
action can be initiated more timely (col. 1 lines 34-40). 

Matsushima in view of Young teaches a fabrication and monitoring system in which a 
light tower can be remotely located. However, neither Matsushima or Young teach all 
the limitations of claims 1 , 7, 1 0, 1 1 , 1 3, 1 8, 26-28, 30-32, 35, 36, and 38. 



However, Kurihara teaches: 
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As to claims 1 , 7, 13, 28 a group of multiple units can be monitored by a single monitor 
(fig. 23). 

As to claims 10, 26, 30, wherein a fault signal is only converted into a fault message in 
the fault alarm box when it is present for a predetermined period of time (col. 1 6 line 49- 
col. 17 line 12). 

As to claims 1 1 , 27, 31 , wherein a fault signal is only converted into a fault message in 
the fault alarm box when a particular period of time has elapsed since the last presence 
of the previous fault signal (col. 16 line 49-col. 17 line 12). 

As to claim 18, wherein each group is comprised of production units of an individual 
production line (fig. 22-23). 

As to claim 32, further comprising sending a second fault message from said fault alarm 
in response to a second fault signal received after sending said first fault message, 
wherein said second fault message is sent only if a predetermined period of time has 
elapsed following the end of said first fault signal (col. 16 line 49- col. 17 line 12). 

As to claim 35, wherein the fault alarm box determines whether a fault signal should 
result in the issuance of a fault message (col. 1 9 lines 57-60). 
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As to claim 36, wherein each data receiving unit is connected to more than one of the 
plurality of production units (fig. 22-23). 

As to claim 38, wherein each data receiving unit is connected to more than one of the 
plurality of production units (fig. 22-23). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was created to include the teachings of Kurihara into the system and methods 
as disclosed by Matsushima further modified by Young. The motivation to do so is that 
Kurihara teaches that documenting an event (warning or error) can allow for data to be 
accurately and periodically obtained. 

Furthermore, as to claims 1 , 7, 22, 28, 36, and 38 Examiner notes that using wirelessly 
for connecting data units is extremely well known and includes many incentives for 
doing so. Motivation to use wireless is that it can reduce the cost of a network, reduce 
space taken by cables, and allow multiple units to connect to other units without direct 
cabling to each of the units. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 4-1 9-1 0 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
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Applicant argues that Matsushima's fabrication units are not arranged into a 
plurality of groups of productions units where a respective one of the plurality of groups 
of production units is associated with a respective one of the plurality of stationary. 
Claim 1 states that "two or more of said production units beings arranged to form a 
plurality of groups of production units" (lines 5-6). That is, two units are a plurality of 
groups, which means that each group is a single unit and each of those production units 
have a associated with a respective one of a plurality of stationary data receiving units, 
This can be seen in figs. 3 and 4 and corresponding paragraphs in the reference. The 
fact that Matsushimai is connected by a wired backbone has no relevance. On page 
12, Applicant seems to be arguing that combination lacks a plurality of station data 
receiving units are configured to transmit faults. Examiner disagrees; this can be seen 
in fig. 3. Each receiving unit (element 32) transmits a signal to the PC via element 44. 
This data is then used to send to other computers (fig. 6). 

Applicant goes on to argue that a stationary unit can receive faults for multiple 
units. Assuming that Applicant is arguing that each group has multiple units, which is 
not what claim 1 states, this is still obvious by the combination. Matsushima may teach 
that each unit has a receiving unit; however, having multiple production units monitored 
by a single monitoring unit is an obvious variation is taught by Kurihara in fig. 17. As 
can be seen multiple fabrication units (60 and 60A) are monitored by element 20. 
Furthermore, it's clear that other monitors exist and can also have groups of fabrication 
units. Applicant admits that Kurihara is provided to teach that multiple units can be 
monitored by a single monitor, then goes on to state that Kurihara is silent with the 
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respect to two or more production units arranged to form a plurality of group of product 
units, where a respective one of the plurality of production units is associated with a 
respective one of the plurality of stations data receiving units. Examiner disagrees, 
even assuming that each groups has more that one unit, which is not what is actually 
claimed in claim 1 , Kurihara still teaches this limitation as explained above. 



Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to NATHAN LAUGHLIN whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1042. The examiner can normally be reached on M - F, 9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul Rodriguez can be reached on 571-272-3753. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-91 99 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571 -272-1 000. 
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/Nate Laughlin/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2123 

/KID EST BAHTA/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2123 



